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DECLARATION OF C. ROBERT SUESS 
My name is C Robot Suess. I am fhe lead Plaintiff in Suess et al. v. United Ste&s, U,& 
Court of Federal Claims Case No. 90-981C and lead Plaintiff on fhe Motion to Intetveaae in the 
underlying litigation* United States of America v, Fedend Deposit Insurance Corp., United 
States District Camt for &e Distal of Columbia, CaseNo. 1 :02CV01427. I havebeen actively 
involved in both of these cases since their inception. I retained the law firm ofWinsfcm & 
StES^L!2>toasss3t!£be&o Asat^dtofmymv6iv@&@^ia&es«cas^.a^ 

my dtefcp wife Wh^ 

matters, specifically Bon WHnerfflHi Rosemary Stewart of thslsw firm of Spriggs & 
Hofllnjpworik Ihave m intimate knowledge of the legal woric that was performed by fhese 
l&^ersthatserreasatmsisoft^ I have also reviewed the 

feepsfitfons of each of these Sims, 



Ask^e3fc^m ; &^feepetitfo^ 
fsg^nA and analysis cm the Federal Financial Assistance and other lax related issues tM^ere 
tite essence of the 2& action a^^ Thebrwoik 

began in 1998, when they ikstuneovs^ 

Franklin Reewersfaip. Myself and the other named Haintifis in the Court of Federal Claims 
Utiptson asked "Winston & StawaLLP ^fifflyiitvestigsatsthetax: claims, including 
subpoenaing records ^tal^ 

legal issues fijr the dibpebdiders. They spent a considerable amotaat of time doing this project m 
1998 and 1999. 
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Based on this work, they were given (he same responsibflity^ 
aad defending fee surplus against fee tax daimffledhythe IRS on MyU, 2002 in federal 
district court for the District of Columbia, ft wasbaaed cm the taaneadous work product of 
Winston & Stawn LLP, which was periEwmedby&eft^ 

lawyer thai reside m Richard Gill, Counsel for fiis 

EDIC^ could attest to the role <tf^ 



Winston & Strawn Li? was paid $125.00 per hour ft* their wodt on the iarc case. They 
hats SE&nntted a fee pet&^ 

natter, as well as their standard hourly rates at the time. I entered Into an agreemesnt with 
Winston &$tmwdLJJP whereby they w 

case, bat would receive a success fee, if the matf^^was resolved in a Tnamierac«pbible to 4e 
shareholder majority. For this iieasonjsatanit, as the lead Fto 
ftetwo largest shantoidefe^ 
agje^ upon rates, as opposed to oMy^ 
position of the FDICst this time* To^ythsmei^thsir&an^^ 
would actually constitute a sgnificantlosa to them, because ne^^ 

ba&tol998 and 1999. Applying asimpieinterestrate to &rarstond^houi3y£^esial9$Sfind 
1999 would amfomt to at least twice adrhoudy rates today, ftfcreovtr. no law finn would take 
on a matter fins comnKcated and demanding for 25% of their normal billable rates if all foev 
were gianmt^ if they w^ 
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As fhe lead Plaintiff in the Court of Federal Claims Htigation and the Motion to Iixtervene 

i 

in fee! !RS f tax claim litigation* I have taken the jsspanstbility to keep as many shareholders 
informed of the litigation as possible. In this regard, I have discussed my fee anahgement with 
Winston & Strawa LLP with 1^ 

^htsndredfe of other *^^ lean attest with certainty that I have 

spoken with individuals who hold over half of the shares of Benj\ Fr&ridin stocky and that they 
ihSy support Winsios. & Sirawn lift fee petition, 



Ccs&ideringti^theFD^^ 
protect the interest of the sbarehoMei^ i^ t^ 
Strain LLPs fee petition, I requests 



Thereby declare under penalty of penary 3^ the foregoing ktnie and correct to &eb^£ 
ofmyin&rmationaadtselisE Executed thfc£jtday of March, 2006, 




C Sober! Suess 
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